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of said statute,

He oarrtes this machine on & trail-
to his antomodile, He has no mat-
por plans, ¥hen he sesurss work
e premises of the person who

nd does all of the rencvating work
customer himaself furaishes all ma-

turnishes nething dut his machine anrd lsbor,

which {8 all performed on the premises of the
customer, Mr, Martis has beed advised by the
Board of Health that in sheir opinion he will

have to estadlish himeelf ian a permanent place,

$,e., dDuild a house, before he can obtain &

jure, whiah is
2\ Livil Statutes, is
or not the fallowing sype

. hother new or second hand, Mr. Mertia
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permit under Senatve Bill 200,

"I¢ ocours to me that since Mr. Martin
does no work exoept on the premisss of his cus-
tomers, using material furnished solely by the

sustomar_ that ha and his work da not acma

- e ean— w e - - W W e

within the purview of the Act., The bill, en-
scted under the police r, n0 doubt has as
its purposs the preventicn of disease by super-
visicn of plants where mattresses are taken and
repaired without the owner having an opportuni-
ty of obaerving the work or kno the kind
‘and charaoter of materials used in his mattiress,
but it would seem going too far to require a

- permit of & man who goss upon snothert!s premises
to repair his mattresses, paint his house, mow
his lswn or fix the ssreen door. To rotmiro
KEr, Mertin to build a sattress faotory befors
he can obtain a permit and carry oz his trade
would do nothing more nor less than put him out
of Yusiness, destroy the means of livelihood
of he and wife and children, and possidbly
Place him on the rolls of the W.P.A."

The following pertinent provisions of Article
1.4'76:, supra, are quoted for the purposes of this opin-
-40R ¢

=ges. 2, (a). All dedding shali dear se-
curely attached thereto and plsinly visible,
a substantial white oloth tag upon whioh shall
be indelibly stasped or printed with black ink,
in the Rnglialh languege, a statement showing
whether new materials or sedond-hand materiasls
have been used in rilling such dedding, and type
or grade of cotton and all other materials used
in £il1ling mattress to which attached when new
materials are used, with apyroximate perceantages
when mixed; what germieidal treatment, if any,
has been applied to the materiels or to the bed-
ding; the date of such germicidal treatment;
the number ¢f the permit of the person manufact-
uring the bedding; and.the number of the rermit
gg the person arplying such germsicidal treatment,

any. '
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"3ec, 2, (e). BEvery artiole of bedding
magufactured for resale containing seccnd-hand
mataerial, shall bear, securely sewn thereto on
all four sides of the tag, attashed to both
sides of the article of bedding, a substantial
white oloth tag four (4) by eight (8) inches
in size, upon which shall be indelidly stamped
or printed in red ink, in the English 1 age,
in plein type not less than ome-half (1/8) inch
in height, stating: "second-hand material'w,

"Seo, 5, NO person shall mamufessture, re-
pair or renovate fnto bedding or bdatting, using
disoarded materisls obtained from dump-grounds,
Junk yerds, or hospitals within or without the
State of Texas,”

"3e0. 4. Al) second-band materials, or
portions shereof, for resals, shall be subdbjeot-
od to a germiocidal treatment surrently reocom-
mended by the Department,.®

"S58c. 6, {a)., Xo person shall .nfnso in
the business of manufacturing, repairing or
renovating any bedding unless he shall have ob-
tained & permit from the Department,

~ *"{b), No person shall ba;gonsidered to have
qualified to apply an scceptable germioeida)
process until such process has bhewm regictered
with and approved by the Departasnat, after whieh
& pumbered permit ahall be issued dy the De-
partment. Suech permit shall expire one year
from date of issue aad shell thereafter de an-
nuelly renewed at the option of the permit
holder upon submission of proof ¢f eontinued
compliance with the provisions of thils Act snd
the regulations of the Department. Zvery por-
son to whom a permit has bsen issued shall

such permit conspioucusly posted on the premises
of his place of business near the treatasnt de-~
vice. Nolders of permits to epply germiceidal
treataent shall be recuired %o keep an acourate
record of all matsrials which have been sudjeot-
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e¢d to germicidal treetzent, ineluding the
source of material, dats of trestzent, and nsme
and adliress of the buyer of escoh, end sueh reo-
ords shell be avalledblie for inspedtion at any
time by autrhoriied representatives of the Dee
pertuent.” :

*3ec. 7. {(a). %o peraon shall masnufagture,
renovate, seil cr lease or have in his posseg-
sion with intent %o sell or leass 1n the State
of Texaa, any bedding covered by the rovisioos
of this Aet, unless there be affized to the tag
reduired by thias Act by the person mazufaetur-
ing, renovating, sslling or leasing the asne,
an adhesive satamp prepared and i:sued by this
Derartaent,”

The constitutionality of the so-called Texas
Redding Law, 1l.e., Article 44768 depends upon whethsr
or not 4t is a valid exeroise cof the police power of
the 3tate of Toxecs through its law-making body.

The Suprems Court of the State defines "policve
power™ iu the oase of HFANK v. CITY OF DALLAS, 838 5.W.
813, Prillips, Chief Justice, ae follows:

*The police powar 1is a grant of authority
from the people to thelr governcental agents
for the rroteetion of the health, the safety,
the confort end the welfeare of the publie, In
1t nature 1t is bracd snd comprehensive, It
is & necessary and salutary power, since with-
cut 1t scolety would be at the meroy of individ-
ue) interest and there would exist neither
publie order nor seaurisy.”

The court, after statiag that the pudlie heslth,
the public safety, and the rublic gomfort are c¢bjects of
such importsnbte that private rights, under ressonsble
lasws, must yleld to their security, alludes to the re=
quirement of "reel or aubstantial relation” of the parti-
sulur statute tc the objeots of the police power,

"% e 3 A law uhich assumes to be a polioce
reguletion dut deprives the cltizen of the use

<=1
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of his property under the pretsnse of preserv-

ing the public health, safety, comfort or wel-

fare, when it is menifest that such is not the

real objest and purpose of the regulatiocn, will
be set aside a3 a olear and direot invasion of

the right of property withoul any compensating

advanteges."

it is apparent that inherent and plenary as the
police power is, still it hes its restrietiona. HNot
only must the law enacted be reasonable and the means
adopted thereln have a substantisl relation to the end,
but the following provisions of the United States and
Texus Constitutions must not be vioclated:

"No state shall maks or enforee any law
whiglh shall abridge the privileges or immuni-
ties of oitizens of the United States; nor
shall any State deprive any person of life,
liberty, or pvoperty, without due process of
law; nor deny to any person within its juris-
diotion the equal proteetion of the laws." Seo.
1, Art. 14, Constitution of the United States.

Ko citisen of this State shall be deprive
ed of life, liberty, property, lvileges or
imsunities, or in any manner disfranchised, ex-
cept by the due course of the law of the land.”
Sea. 19, Bill of Rights, Conatitution of the
State of Texas, '

The courts will not pasa upon the wisdom of an
act ooncerning the exearciss of the pollice power, but they
will pass upon the question whether or not such act has
& substantial relation to the police power, 1t mmst -
have aome relation and be addptcd to the enda sought to
be sococcmplished,

MUOLIR v. KANSAS, 123 U,.8, 623, 8, Sup. Ct. 273;
CHICAGO, BURLINCION & GUINCY RAILWAY 00. v.

JLLINGI3, 200 U.S5. 8561, 26 Sup. Ct, 341,

The Taexas B#4ding Law is first and foremost a
health regulatory measure,
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Section 5§ reads:

“The State Board of Health is herahy charg-
ed with the enforoensnt of this Aot for the
protection of heslth and to prevent the spread
of disease. It is further smpowered, and the
duty shall be to make, amend, alter or repeal
genaral rules and regulations of proosdurs for
oarrying into erffect all the provisions of this
Aot, and to presoribe means, methods, and
practices to mmke effective such provialions.*™

It was enacted dy the lLeglaslature in the inter-
eat of the welfare of the pecple of the atate,

In his able article on "Due Process of Lew,
Pollioce Power, and the Supreme Cours," page 94, Volums R,
"s:laetad Essays on Constitutional law," Rey A. Brown
writea:

*¥hile it might seen that the cuestion of
what the welfare of the people dezmand should
be left to the Legislature, the Qourt has al~
ways reserved to itaelf the power of deoiding
whether u given statute *is to be accapted as
a legitimate exertion of the police power of
the atate' and has said that the statute has
‘no real or substantial relation' to the objects
of that power Or 'is & palpable invasicn of
rights secured by the fundamental law, 1t ia
the duty of the Courts t¢ so adjudge, and there-
by give effeot to the Coastitution'. 1In this
formula three separate requirenents are lald
down: (1) the objeet of the Lagislature must be
pernissible, () the means must have & substan~-
tial relation to the end, and (3) fundamental
rights must no% be infringed, Later c¢ases have
-wdded :the.further qualifieaticn 4that the law
in question must not be arbitrary, unreasonable
or oppressive.” '

Reviewing the provisions of the Bedding Law
with the object of applying the above enumerated stand-
erds, we rind s law passed ostensibly for safe guardigg
beslth which Tegulates the mapufaeturing, repairing
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renovating, and selling of bedding, i.e., "metiresses,
pillows, belaters, feather beds and other filled bed-
ding of eny desoription,” (Seoc. 1 (a) of Article 4476a)
in the following waya:

1., requiring "a subatantia)l white cloth tag"
bearing speoific information on all bed-
4ing manufactured for original sale or
resale,

2, requiring germicide]l treatment of all
ssoondhand material,

S. requiring a psrmit of all persons engag-
ed in the business of manufacturing, re-
pairing or renovating bedding or applying
a germicidal process,

4. requiring the affixzation of staxps pro-
cured from Board of Health to the “"white
oloth tag® on all bedding,

5. prohibiting any person from manufacturing,
repairing or renovating into bedading or
betting 4discarded materials obtained from
dump-grounds, Jjunk yards, or hospitals
within or without the 3tate of Texas.

Bedding undoubtedly is related to the pubdlie
healthk and comfort, and any reasonable regulation of the
mapufecture, renovation and -clliaf of beldding for sani-
tery purposes would be a means having a sudbstantlal re-
lation to the end sought to be acoomplished, namely, the
protection of the publie health,

The requirement of a permit or liocense to engage
in a business or oceupation is one of the oldest and most
universally recognized forms of ¥alid rolite Tegulationa

27 TEX. JUR. 679

*The ststntot'roquirc & license t0 be Ob-
tained or am cecupation tax to be paid in eon-
nection with the enjoyment of eertain rivileges

i SN
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and the pursuit of a variety of businesses,
oallings and ooccupations.”

EAKR v. BALDWIN, 57 Ped. (24) B58;

BRAND V. STATE, 109 Crim. Rep. 96,33.¥. (24)
‘ .

GERARD v. SMITH (Civ. App.) 52 3.W. (24) S47.

The requirement of tags and stemps 1s not an ex-
cessive oxeraise of legislative power, The tag contain-
ing information for the purchase is a pudblic protection:
and a staup excise tex is a permissible method of rais-
ing revenue for the enforcement of the Act, _ '

STEINER, RT AL v. RAY, ET AL, 84 Ala, 93, 4 So0.
172 (See Supreme Court): ' i

"The 0ase seems to have gone off mainly on
the fallure to have tags attached toc the pack~
aged ¢+ ¢« s. ¥e have said that the purpose of
the statute was to oreate and furnlish evidence
of a guaranty of the chemical ingredients of
the fertilizer sold. This the atatute requires
t0 be done by attaching tags to the szeveral
packages.”

*As we underatand the statuts, its control-
ling purpose was t0 guard the agriculturll
public against spuriocus and worthless compounds
sometimes s0ld as fertilizers; to fix on sell-
ors a statutory guaranty that fertilizers sold
by them contain the chemical ingredients, and
in the yproportions, represented; and to furnish
to buyers chesp end reliadle means of proving
the decsption and fraud should such de attenpt-
ed, The accomplishment of these objects will
greatly promote the prosperity and success of
agricultural industry, and we do not hesitate
to declare that they ars striatly within the
pele of legitimate police regulation.”

BROWN v. ADAIR, 104 Ala. 632, 16 3. 439 (tag);

MECHRISTY v, STATE, 112 8.W. (2d) 187;

BINTOH v. STATE, 116 S.W. (24) 591

U.S. ¥. AMZRICAN CHICLE CO. 65 L. Ed. 1041,
256 U.S, 446;
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61 CORVUS JURIS, 243 Stamp Tax on Dooument
Exoiae Tax; :
PEOFLE v, REARDOR, 184 N.Y. 431, 77 KR.E. 970,
8 L.R,A. N.5,, 314 and footnote;
 NICCL v, AMES, 173 U.S. 509, 43 L. X4. 766;
Ses 33 CORFUS JURIS 321 and cases coited.

The subjestion of secondhsnd materials to germi-
cidal treatment is a proper police regulation. BSee -~

WEAVER v, PALMER BROS. 00., 217 U.S., $02;

PEOELE V. WEINIR, 71 Miinois 74, 120 K.Z,

TOWK OF GREENSBORO v. CHRENREICH, 80 Ala, 579,
£ So. 725.

Finally, the cusstion sarises as to whethey or not
the prohidbiticn contained in Seetion § mgainst the men-
ufacturing, repairing or renovating imto bdedding or bat-
ting, using Qisocarded materials obtained from dump-grounds,
Junk-yards, or hospitals within or without the Stats of
Toxes is an infringement of fundamental rights under See.
19 of the Texas Bill of Righty eand the léth Amendment
to the Federal Constitution,

There are several cases which merit consideratimn
4n this respect.

The Supreme Court of the United 3tstes in the casne
of WEXVER v. PALMER BROS. CO., suipra, held the following
Pennsylvania statute prohibiting the uae of shoddy, new
or old, even when sterilized, in the manufacture of com~
fortables for beds, unconstitutional on the grounds of its
being unreasonable and arbiirary apd ¢ deprivation of
due process of law t0 panufasturers:

~ ®No person shall employ or use in the meking,
remaking, or renovating of any mattress, pillew,
bolster, feather bed, comfortable, eushion or
article of upholstered furniture: (a) any mater-
ial knoun.aa'shoddt' or febtic or material
from whieh 'shoddy is construeted: (b) any
secondhand material, unless, since leat used,
such secondhand material has been thoroughly
sterilized and disinfeoted by & resscnabls proc-
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ess approved by the Commission of Labor and In-
dustry; (o) any new or secondhand feathers, un-
less such new or ascondhend feathers have deen
sterilized and disinfected by a reasonable proe-
ess approved by the Commisaionrof Labor and In-
dustry.” (Laws, 1923, p. 803, Seoc. B),

Quoting the decisior in two instances:

“There was no evidence that any sickness or
digoase was ever caused by the use of shoday.
and the reoord contains persuasive evidence
by citation disciises the opinions of seiontistl
eminent in fields related to pudlic health that
the transmission of disease-producing daoteria
a8 almost entirely by immedizte contact with,
or c¢lose proximity to, infeoted persons; that
such bacteria perish rapidly when separated froa
human or animal organism: and that there is no
probahilitr that such bacteria or vermin likely

them survive after the pericd usually

roquirod for the gathering of the materials, the
production of shoddy, and the manufasture and
the shipping of canrortableu. This evidence tends
strongly to show that in the absence of steriliza-
tion or disinfestion thers would de 1ittle, if
any, danger to the health of the users of emforg-
ables filled with shoddy, new or secondhend, and
confirms the conclusion that all danger from the
use of shoddy may be eliminated by sterilisation,®

"NMany states have enacted laws to regulate
bedding for the protection of health. Legisla-
tion in Illinois (Laws 1915, p. 575) went beyond
mere regulation and nrohibited the sale of second-
hand quilts or comfortadbles even when sterilized

or when remade from sterlilized secondhand mater-
jals., In PEOFLE v, WEINER, 8Y1 Ill. 74, L.R.A.,
1916, 775, 110 K.X. 870, Annotated Case 1917%C,
1068, tho state suprems court held that to pro-
hibit the use of miterial not inherently danger-
ous and that might be Tendered safe LY reascnadle
regulation transgresses the sonstitutional protec~
tion of persconal and property rights,®*
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The Texas Bedding low ig eazsaily distinguishable
from the Pennaylvania law pessed on in the case of
WEAVZR v. PALMER BROS, CO., supra, In the latter stat-
ute the use of any "shoddy" sterilized or unaterilized,
was forbidden. The Texas law only bars materisls ob-
tained from dump-ground, junk-yards, or hospitals, i.e.,
material" which is inherently dangerous from a sani
point of view, It zpecifies the materials whioh may not
be used and limits them to discarded materials ocutside
the pale of sanitation, It is not unreasonable, arbi-
trary or oapricious to prohibit the use of materials
from Qump-grounds, Jjunk-yard or hospltals, since the
provadbilitigs are that they cannot be rendered safe by
reasonable regulation.

It is interesting to note that Justioe Holmes
wrote a 4isasenting opinion in the WEAVER v. PALMEIR EROS,
CO. case, discussed above, in which dissenting opinicn
¥r. Justice Brandeisz and Mr, Justice.-Stone congurred,
¥r. Justise Eolmes wrotes .

“The Legislature may have dem of opinion
further that the astual prectice of rilling eon-
fortables with unsterilised lhoady gathered from
rilthy floors was uidoaprcad this again we
must assume to bs true, ia admitted to de
inpossible to diatingnilh thn innocent from the
infected product in any practicable way, uhen it
is made up inte the ccmfortables. 0On tha .
iaegg ifr %e Legislature reggrdcd t 18 15 £

at and Inspeetion an [ -oqua~
rEEiE!.a 1t seems to me T 3 ofi“‘ib
vent the spread of disesss 1t eonatltutfb
cou%i §or§?% nn% use of shoddy for b ,ng_nn
upholiate -

derscoring ocursj.

In the ocase of PECFLE v, WEINER, 871 Ill. ¥4, 110
N.X. 870, the Supreme Court of Illinoil declared uneon-
stitutional Aet dated July 1, 1918 (Illinolis lews 1018

P« 575) prohibiting the uss of ootton or cther lntoriai
made secondhand by use ebout the person in the making of
mattresses, quilts, or bed somforters, and the sale of
nattresses. .

The Courtd stated:
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"« s s It is eminently proper to require
that material be free from gearms of eontagion
and infection before being used in mattresses,
comforters or quilts, whether the material de
seocondhand or new, but the possible danger t0
health or safety does not justify the absolute
prohibition of & useful industry or praetice
where the danger can be dealt with by regula-
tion., « « + 1t is argued by the stz :
laws similer to this have been passed in other
Jurisdietions in this country, but so far as
we are advised, the highest courts of thoss var-
ious states have not passed on the constitution-
ality of eny of those acts, Indeed, the woarding
in most of those statutes is so very different
that any ruling as to them would be of very lis-
tle asaistence in this ecase. A oity ordinsnce
very similer in some respsots to this statute
was held ungonstitutionsl) by the Supreme Court
of mgm in Towa of Greensboro v, Ehrenreich,
sSUpTre. '

The Illincis statute oontained a blanket prohioi-
tion of sesondhand materizl wheress the Texas Statuts
authoriszes its use, but requires it to de subjest to
gerxiocidal trestamsnt, a form of regulation expreasly
sanotioned by the Illinois Supreme Courss

In the case of TOWN OF GRYBESBORO v. ESREXREICH,
80 Als, 8§79, 2 8o, 725, the Suprems Court of Alabama
sW¥ek -down a oity ordinance making it “unlawful for any
parson to import, sell, or otherwise deal in secondhand
or east-off germents, b lankets, bedding or bed-olothes
in said tom*™, excepting from the effect of said Aot ar-
ticles not imported, and not used by persons having in-
featious disesses,

The runoﬂng of the sourt in dedlaring the Greens-
bare Ordinance ungonstitutional tamds to support such a
bedding lew ss we have before us;

"The professed cobject of the ordinance, as
shown by the preamble resiting the recommenda~
tion of the officers end members of the Board
of Health, is to protest the health of the eom-
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munity. While, unquestionebly, the muniocipal
government may pass sanitary ordinances for the
Preservation of health within its limite; may
prevent articles of merchandise or others which
have been used by persons or ia plesced infected
with eontagious diseasze from Be brought iato
town, may establish quarantine reasonsble in-
spection regulations; and provide for disiafect-
ing or destroying, the germs of disease as far

aotioadle, and, it may be, for obtaining

as
satisfactory sasurancs that such articles have
not beeh exposed to an infectiocus or contagious
disesase, ~ the power cannot be carried beyond
what is necessary for proteection. It will not
be controverted that sseonthand or cast-off gar~
u:u_. bblankets, bedding, and bed-glothes are
no
tagious dlseases, and that a lewful dusiness in
selling or dealing in them may be carried on with-
out dangar to the publie health, %They bLescome

4

sese iatroduetive of infeetious or con-

ous by reason of the nature of previous use,

anger
condition, or exposure., This is virtually adamit~

ted by the proviso to the ordinance, which exscepts
from its operation the sale of the specified ar-
ticles not imported, and that have not been used
by & person having an infeotiocus disease, The
operation of the ordinance reaches beyond the
800pe of necessary protection and prevention into
the domain of restraint of lawful trade, by per-
manently prohibiting the importation, selling or
othervise dealing in the enumerated artieles,
though they may not have been used by parsons O
in districts infected with such discames = x s %

tals
Yart

by persons or in places infected with contagious disenses,”

io

Matorials from dump-grounds, Jjunk-yards or hospi~
t0 use the language of the opinion, are
les of merchandise or others which have bean

"articles = » ¢ exposed t0 an infectiocus or eon
disease,” “dangearous by reason of the nature of previeus
use, oond!.tiona or sxposure,” "used by persons or in 4is-~

triots infecte

with sueh seases.”

We find that Artiele 44%6a 18 a regulatory ensot~

ment within the constituticnel liaitations of the state's
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police puwer, designed to promote the health, somfort,
and welfare of the publlie. The provisions of the Aot
are not unressonable, arbitrary, or capricious, ms
havé a subatantial relaticon to the objeotive of s&fe»
guarding the publie health. On the other hand, the re-
striotions and regulationas of the Act are within roper
limits and in no way impair any fundamentsal rights of
every person to pursue a lawful dusiness or ocoupation
and t0 gae and enjoy his privete property by any reason-
able and proper method. The bedding business 1z subjeot
to regulation under the poliee power, and the Texas Bed-
ding Lew dees net amount to an oxnro{as of the police
power incoxmensurate with the duty and odligation of the
Legisleture to provide for the people in theirx health,
safety, comfort, 203 is not inoonsiatent with private
property rights.

An enadtaent under the police power of the astate
aust be upheld "unless * * # a rational and fair men ne-
oegsarily would adait that the statute proposed would
infringe fundamental principles as they have been under-
stood by the traditions of our people and our law,"
HOLMES JUSTICE DISSENTING IN LOCENER v. NEW YORK, 198
U.S. 45, 76 (1905). We rind no viclation of the l4th
Amendneat to the Federal Constitution or to Article 19
of the Texas Bill of Right in Senate Bill 200, i.s.,
Article 4470a. o

In answer %o your first Question, it is ouwr opin-
ion that SJenate Bill 200, Aets of the 48th Legislature,
(Article 44%6a, Uernon‘'s Annotated Civil statutes) is
sonstitutional,

As for question mumber two, we have given the
faocts thorough consideration and it is our opinien that
the individual named therein would be obliged to eamply
with Seotion 6({a) of the Aot to the extent of odtalning
a permit from the State Board of Healfk, but since the
bedding he renovates is that of the ouier and the work
is dcane on the premises of the owner who furnishes the
matorial and is in & position to supervize and chserve
all phases of the job, we find nothing in the statute
which would require that the renovater establish a per-
mapent place of business for himself or oeass the type
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of work be 13 dcing. There is nc sele involved. There
is no ¢, portunity for the renovator to pass off on the
owner any misreprcsented materials, The use of the
words "repairing or renovating™ in 3e¢o, 6(a) of Article
4476a impels us to thias desision,

There 1g nothing in the sttezent of fagts
submitted to ipdionte whether or not the individual under
consideration 1s apriying a germicidal process in his
work on the owner's premises. If this is the oase, he
must comply with See, 8(b) as well ag 6{a),

The Bedding Aot {8 not exolusively subject %o
a8 oonatruotion w-iech will impalir its constitutionality.
Yhen there are two jo3sible interpretsations w ish may
be placed upon a4 law, the courts will adopt thet son~
struction which most likely coarries cut the intantion
of the Legislature and which acoords with resson, It is
- our cpinion that the itinerant rencovator will have eom-
plied with the Aot suffioleatly inaofer as it coneerns
hizm 1f he obteins a permit and exhibits 1t on his
trailer. We point out that the facts presented show
thet he is not in any way magufscturing bedding or sell-
ing it, bdut is slm;ly rencveting the owner's vedding
on the owner's yrexises. 1t is not nedeasary to adopt
a construction of this law which would deprive this
individual of his mesns of livelihood and in all prod-
ability be an invasion of his fundamental rights,

Trusting that we have fully anawarcd your in=-
Quiries, we are

Yours very truly
ATGRREY GuNERAL CF TLKAS

By )& gﬁ:—&

ick 3tous
i'Stab Asgistant
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